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. ABSTRACT . Vo ‘
This study daalz vith atttibutional theory, a factor
of special concern in achievement ‘theory, which focuses on specific

. behavior -as caused by the subject's: att:ibutions t0 the perceived .

. causes of ‘such behavior. This stuldy investigated whether an -
/Andividual's attributional biases vere predictive of task selections.
‘he or she made. Purthermore, it investigated the influence of task ’

° outcome, grade level, sex, and sociocultural identification upos the
relationship between attribution and task selection. A total of 743
students from fifth through twelfth grades participated:-in the'study.

! The students were drawn from both rural and urban school. systeas. A

. specially composed questiocnaire vas employed to assess the students®
. attributions. Bach ites described a performance outcome for shich the-

student would attribute the cause: to aHillty.Lto»offo:t, or to luck.

———tfturfthe assessaent, each subject was presented with three identical

games. They vere told that in one game you do best by trying hard, in
another by knowing what to do, and in- t&e last by being lucky.
Subjects selected their first and socond choices. It was foumd that

= e

: subjects who believe their own success q? achievement tasks are

i attributable either to their own ability, effort, or to luck will

i  likely seek tasks which are compatible with such teliefs. This

; general tendency is relatively. unaffected\by experience of success or
failure at a_task_and generalizes across age, f/;{Jpnd sociocultural

I groups. (lntho:/ﬂk) -
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Attributional Style and. Task Seléction:' A Dynalixic o
Pe;spectlve on Pemonality X Situation Interactions

The" recurring debate (cf. Allport, 1966) of the relative inportance of

F

personality traits versus situatmnal conditiors has erupted anew~~-and with specia.l
. ~ .

~

fervor--in the wri?:ings of Klker (1972), Argyle and Little (1972), Bem (1972) ,. -
Mischel (1968, 1969., 19.73$ and c;thers;' Not s.rprisingly, tl'fe current: form of
this debate has been accompanied by the stlxvgégstion that the critical determinants
of -an individual's beh;vior iln a situation' is a product of the ir}ter;iétiqn of

N / @ N / : 1\‘
personality and situationai factors. At first blush, this appears %p be an
attractive coniprozqise of antagonistic positions, one which promises a prompt
resolution of the arguments. As attractive as this suggestion may be, its

implications have not been fully realized as yet. For the most part, the inter-

actionist position has found form in stidies which tend to focus on the reaction

= /
of a person, typed in some way, to some available or imposed situation. This

hardly does justice to persons as we observe them in most social situations. As
End]:er .an‘d Magnussen (1976; Magnussen and Endler, 1977) ard Overton'and Reese '
(1972) have pointed out, what is needed is an organismic model which treats
persons as active not reéctive, gnd as spontaneous and goal directed. It is in
this regard ;!:hat the suggestion of Stagne;.' (1974; ’1976) may‘wéil préve most

helpful. o

~

Briefly, in recc;nceptualizing the interactionist .,os_ition from an organismic/

« s . . .
dynamic viewpoint, Stagner has stressed the importance of self-selection. That

is, he emphasized the salient fact that persons characteristically seek. out

situations as well as react to them. They are not merely responsive to compatible

and complementary conditions-which happen to be imposeds When permitted, they
AN

¢ Attributional Sj:yle\\,
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not only select situations and conditions which accord with their preferences,

%

but also seek to create the desired situations and conditions. This possihilitf

Y

doubtless has broad relevance in'the understanding of social behavior. Nowhere, -

however, is it more relevant than in the. case of achievement;- Particularly

€

ot

*

in the attempt to understand the development\qgka continuing motivation (Haehr,

LN

1976) toward a task, typically requisite to accomp{ishing something of significance, o

is this especially so. One might well .expect that such continuing motivation in
the performance of a task, persistent effort and resultant achievement, is in
most life\situations a function of a self-selection tendency. On the one hang
individuals who would put forth achievement effort, independently and on thier
own, are likely to be those who.believe in the pover of such effort. On the other
hand, it 'is possibly also true that these individuaIs are not likely to waste

\

their time with situations where their\ability and effort does nct pay off. That
is, they should exhibit.a self-=selection bias in favor of task situations where
success is perceived,to be a function of their own behavior rather‘than a function,
of external factors, such as luck. It seems reasonable, then, to hypothesize that

an individual's attributional biases will lead to certain selections of situations

in which to perform. Those vho believe that they are personally responsible fbr

" succeeding are likely to prefer and seek out tasks and situations where success

is most self-evidently a function of personal ability and effort. Conversely,
those who tend to hold that success is largely a function of factors over which

they have little or no control will exhibit a preference for tasks where the

importance of personal ability and effort are minimized--e.g¢; games of chance.
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" There is, of course, already some evidence that individuals yitn‘fone or -~
_ ‘another achievement orienta'tion do have a seiec:tion bias more or les.s ;'nloné tnese:
lines. 1In particular, 'we would note that the tendency to attribute causa,tion ’ .. v:
. internally appears to be related to the tendency to.elect to return on one' .s '
own. to work on achievement tasks (Salili, Maehr, Sorenson, Fyans,, 1976) . ‘Doing
tasks 'at one's own initiative and on one s own time seems to be basic to long-

r

term achievement. Conceivably, the tendency to do_this is a product of certain

T

) . ; ’ B o
attributional biases (the belief that one's effort and ability will prove e

R : o
successful) -and an associated tendency to work on tasks where such beliefs .

Y

about causation are warranted. Thus, persons who attribute success to- . . -

-

their own ability,,.effort, or to luck are likely to exhibit different task

~

preferences. This in turn is a likely basis for significant accomplishment and

an achieving career. That is the essential rationale for the present study.

4 »

The more‘ immediate purpose of this study is to investigate whether persons
who attribute success differentially to their own a)oility; effort or ) -
‘luck -do indeed e:}hibit varying task preferences.?‘- The current importance of
attribution theory in the understanding of social j.n"teraction in itself suggests.

' : /
tl;at an investigation of personality x situaticn interactions involving attribution
would -be worthwhile. ;low_ever, it is'in the context of trying to understand the
cpntinued effort directed toward achievement, especially on th_e part of some,

N . .
that this issue takes on special importance. The purpose of the study is, “then, . -\
= . bt

to study whether an individual's attributional biases are predictive of and
antecedent to task selections he or ghe makes. Furthermore, the study investigates =~
the influence of task outcome, grade level, sex, and sociocultural identification

upon the relationship between_ attribution and task selections. Clearly, each

_of these factors,is likely to affect; attributional processes (cf. Salili, Maehr, ,
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and éillmore, 1976; Salili, Maehr, and Fyans, Note 1). The guestion is, do
. . & ~
such factors also modify any éelffselection biases. In outline, three majcz )

»
4

research questions guided the investigation.
(1) The first research que§ticm was a congruence question: How well can,
task selection be predicted from an iﬁdividuals attributions? One

would expect good prediction if the attributions and selections were

e e

congruent.

(2) The second'questién was the consistency question. The major interest-

-

here was~-will thﬂs match-up (or congiuence) between'attribptions and
N i - .

s ————— .

H t .
task selections occur repeatedly? Also of importance here is the
' . — N AN «

influence of outcome (success or failure) in the performance on the task

upon subsequent levels of congruence. . ~

-

(3) The final question wds the gencralizability question. This question

was concerned with whether oxr not the level of congruencé would be

gtable across educational levels (5th through 12th grades) sexes, and

v

socially diverse (rural and urban; groups. : .
\ Method
Su?jects . - ) K J
A total of 743 students in grade levels ranging from s5th pﬁrdugh 12th
grades éarticipated in this study. The students were from 7 different schoois:
3 elementary, 3 junior high, and 1 senior high scliool. To further fgcilitate

the investigation of the generalizability of this study's results across differing

T,

social groups, the students were drawn from both a predominantly rural school
system and from an urban_schoél district. Table 1 presents the samples of subjects

taken from each grade level, their sex,’and urban/rural background.

’
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"= _ Insert Table 1 about here . s ]
Materials . : S : Loy
Causal Attribution Questionnaire. A specially ccmpesed questiqnﬁairé, ) o a

based on such measures as the IAR (Cranaall,.Katkdvsky, end Crandall, 196%), was ;*
employed to assess the students® atéributions. Each item had a stem describing

a performance outcome for which the student would attribute the cause. Following

-

the stem were three phrases each containg an attribution; (o ability, to effdrt,
. . . AN -
or to task-difficulty-luck). -@he.task difficulty-luck attribution were meshed L

since pretesting indicat°d no ascriptions to luck alone.**One of the items is

Rl S

presented below as an example. ‘, . -

°

When you do well on a test at school, is it more iikely to be:

0"
5

' a, because you .study for it, ) .
b. because you are smart, .

c. because you are lucky~and got an easy test.

w

There were five items describing successful outcomes and five items depicting failure ‘;
outcomes. Both failure and success stems and attributional phrases within stams ‘

were cognterbalanced to insure against order effects. “The students were asked to
complete the senteQEes by relating the attributional phrase "they liked best,"

They were told there-were no right or wrong answers for the questions and that

™~
their teachers would not see thier papers.
! 1y
Procedure N - ‘

- i3

Assessment of Attributional Style. Subjects were administered the fqrced4

choice attribution questionnaire and the picture~cemp1etdre measure to assess their

/ s .
attributional style in classroom settings. All assessment measures were administered
. / . -
/o .

by a twenty~-two year male graduate student. J

/

The following explanations werc given to all’groups:

f

"My name is "and I'm here today because I'n interested in what
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students your age think about some things. I wrote some questions hgre‘
{showing questionnaire) and your answers will give me the information
. I need.- Heré aie some sentehces to finish and some qﬁestions touanswer."

‘ Decide yhich sentence is most like you and draw a circle a¥ound it, This is

not a test;'ypurfteacher will not see your papers, so there are no ) @ )

wrong answers. ¥ou can choose the answer that is most like what you think - x§\;
- e ’ T . i ’»:

and draw a circle around it. "(Pass out the questionnaires). You will have

_about 15 minutes. Now you can begin."

- /// - “Task Self-Selection. Two weeks afterathe assegfment of their attributions, .

;k an experimenter took each squect individually to a‘room, introduced himself’

- J (oxr herself), and presented the subject,wigh three boxes. Each box contained

\\

JIpN .
identical angle matching tasks which required the subject to match an angle

-

printed on a card ‘to one of the five remaining angles. In actuality none of the
, /

angles matched exactly. 2

. . The instructions given to each child were as follows: /

-

"I have brought you to this room so you could play some games. Here are

.three boxes (point to boxes) ; each box has a game in it. No one game is

-

harder than the others. (Experimenéer poinEs to each game as he explains .

-}

~\~. .

starting at left). In this game you do best by trying.hard. In this game

+

you do best by knowing what to do. In this game you do best because you

are luch. ‘ ~ -

- . . \
|
In the game you choose, I will put 5 cards on the table in front‘of you.

Then I will give you one more card. You should £ind one of the éards-xn

front of you that matches the last card, but you cannot put your card down

beside the others or move them in any way. After you choose a game, I'll

- ’

open the box and you can play. Now you can choose a g /e."
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- The student was then asked to select whlch of the remaining games he llked ;f}{

.

ina . ok
second best. The- experlmenter recordéd the studenn s ch01ces, opened the box N

-

chosen flrst, and removed the other two boxes.%n ) .
"y -, : o Ce L.

The studegts were randomly assigned success or failure independent of their o

performance Ppon the angle matching task. If they'were te receive succé&é‘they,/%~”ffj

were told "That's good; you have done very well."« If they uere assigned failukre

they ere told “That's bad; you have not done very well "

rimenter then replaced the cards 1n ‘the box, removed it, and put 3 \%

. \
new boxes on ‘the

le. The instructions were the same as W1th the first preaen-~

.

tation, Again the subjects gave thelr first and second choices. ?he-experlmenter

_recorded the student’'s two choices; he then opened the box chosen first while, g

. " ! (
removing the other two boxes. Following this the students were all assigned .-

]

-~ N o Q‘ )
success relative to the angle matching performance. The experimenter tock tlie

student back to his (or her) classroom, T ' '
s , - ;
Eight experimenters, were used to collect the situation self-selection

data. To insure against variability in the instructions of proeedures, each

experimenter participated in five concentrated training sessionsl As evidence

. i
1

" of the effective training sessions, no significant differences between the data

]
l

obtained among any of the eight experimenters were found. Of course, experimenters
1 .

- . - - ~ . - bl
were not given' any prior infbrmat%j; onfthe purposes of the study nor were they

aware of subjects scores on the attribution measures.
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écngruengxf While each student selected. two games, there were three ‘ .
possible groupings of .games which could be matched- witk 'success-attributions.
._ThuS\\ ere were thre.. prediction situations in which to predict selections
trom attributions. One prediction situation was, the first game selected by ‘
each student. However,\‘:efore the second game selection, eacl\ student was assigned
success o; »failure'. Thus, there were'tw_o\ possible prediction situations of
second selections: those sel:ections of students.assigned success outcomes and
— | those selections of students assigned failure. The degree of predictive asso-
ciation between attributions and seldctions was ascertained through the use o;’\- e
> . W the statistic lambda as described by Hays (1973). The interpretation of '
lambda is analogous to the| interpretation of a coefiicient of determination
(r xy). Thus, it indicatgis the various selections accounted .for by .
attributions. A mean lambda valué can be calculated for each‘g‘rade‘ level,, thus
indicating the medn reductioh ih error in predicting selections from/

) attributions. ' -

Consistency. An ANOVA was calculated exfxploying as the independent
variable the outcome (success or failure) which w;‘.é. randomly assigned after
suwbjects performed upox; their first selection. .The dependent variables§we\re

LI: subjects second selection and dinerehce scores reflecting any discrepancy

~ - ®
-between a subjeét's first and second selection.

-

.
» e L s ki I T el fee

i0 \ . . o

JS— . - ‘ g, - ey
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Generalizability. To answer the issues addressed by this question: several.

e

*+  factorial AN }Vﬁs each empluying grade level, sex, and culture as independent-

—

variables were calculated. The dependent variables were scores developed to
express the level of eongruel\cy between each student's ,attribution\ ard- subsequent .

task seleetion. These eongruency scores could have the values of 1, é. or 3,

‘with the highest score reflecting the ﬁghekf degree of congruency between

attributions and task selections. Thus, for example, if the game the indi.vi.dual
ranked first exactly ma ched that indiv:.dual's at".ribut.ions, that individual was.

assigned a score of 3. |If an individual‘s game selection which mat&:ed for - :
, " - . 'Z‘

her)# attributxon was ranked second, that individual was given a congruency

o -

score of 2. However, if ithe game selection ranked first or seoond by the subJect

-

Qid not match his/her atg\r.butxonal style, that suquct was given a congruency

score of",!l. Using these c?ngruepcy seores-es depeixdent variables, the varia!;ce
component for the independent variables were then ?:ransformed int:oA generalizabil
coefficients following’ Cronbach, et al. (1972) and; Golding (1975) in order to e

\
show directlj‘y the generalizability of attributional self-selection across grade

levels, 'sex, and culture.”

\ Results ‘\
.

Congruency . : ) s
The lambda statistics employed to determine the predictability of game

selections, given knowledge of an individual's attributions, are presenteé‘ in

Table 2; by grade level. Thus, ‘thelvalues presented in Table 2 express the

- —- % - e ts
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»
strength of association bhetween attributicyn .°s and ~.=.:ne selections at |each ‘grade

i : . .,
.t . !

level. ’ - ) . c

.2 l Insert Table 2 about here

N e o ee

4 ) ’ ,‘

It becomes quite easy to interpret the values in 'rable 2 j,f if is remenbered
' .
that their interpretation is analogous to the inte\npretgtﬁs of r xy... The lowest

lambda values occur at grades five (A= .16) and ten (A= '.16). \It may be qot;od th

to Ireduce error in prediction by lSt one has to begm witg an original oorrelatic

-~
o~ -

of rxy = .40. 'rhus, the lambda statistics in Table 2, even at their lowest kN

a e

levels, ind:.cate that one can predicf: quite' well a’ studen"'s apeca.fic ,qame

‘ ! s

selectlons from attrxbutlons. This fmding i.s enhanced by ‘all other values -

ot {
presented in 'rable 2. These othex; values vranqe from Az 38 toka ‘.56‘. Since :
to attain an r2xy ‘36 one needs an oncinal cortelation of r = .741 the answer

. .
to the f1rst research quest:.on 1s that one can well predlct student game selectzc

[
’ ' ce ¢

glven knowledge of their attributions. . T o ‘
Consistency . . o b v ° '; RV .
' The extent to which the abovel_congrueﬁcy attnbutxons and, game selections

- ‘l.' * W\N
" will occur consistently is presented -in Table 3'.. ‘ R

-l N 4

\ Insert Table :;abous' here . o ’ -

The ANOVA results presented in Table 3 show \;\-J\at the level of congruency
N . \ N .

. N, . : - ~_ -
between attributions and game selections was not s'ignifidantly different between

Y

the first and second selections.'{ Likewi#e, thls congruency was consistent -

'
. [

regardless of whether success or failure outcomes were experienced by the student

after completing the firsgangle matchi:ng task. , None, of: the P—-ratios for any “of
[N

the dependent variables (as shown in 'rable 3) were statistically slgnificaut, eve

at p = .05 level. . O
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Generalizability . ¢ : . ':; o
. . 0 The generalizability coefficients for the independent variables of grade

t level, sex, and culture for each congruency dependent variables are presented in

DN Table 4 ‘and 5. . ’ ) . . o o
L 4 JA [e] . ] s . L
- S ~ . B > ) - pE
veo. . R . Insert Tables 4 and 5 ﬁbout hexe X - o
& N a - . . .
- / ! ® K [:
' ; Before describing the results as shown in Tablee4 and 5, in terms of the

. 8 / o * R . .
: ,/ ‘ generglizability coefficients, it would be worthwhile to review the o7 -

-

ey “7 . meaning of generalnzability coefficients,of various sizes. Obtaining large - IT .
i Y A - <4 - . . ,/
) o generalizability‘coefficients for a particular indepéndent variable represent :
t , - ’-/ N

IS o

. high Within-level correlations among the congruency scores for that independent ',:f
- . B

P variable.. Thus, a high generalizability coefficient for the independent variable L. ~

Ll < L3

~

. +of "grade levelﬂ'would mean that Within each grade level . {5th, 6th, etc ) / : '
- -~ there was a high degree of 51milarity of cdngruency scores, but that there were ot f/
‘ - large differences in cdhgruency scores across grade 1evels. Thps, all discuSSions \:if
A or statepents ccncerning attribution-game selectionaccngruency would have to be | :
). i . ‘made specific to each grade level.. This high generalizability coefficient would
P .{, . 0 ! \ -

thus indicate that there was a high degree of generalizability of congruency S

-

[ -~
A

across all other non-grade level4factors included: in the study (e.g. sex, culture,

. . r

- individuals). However, -a low generalizability coefficient for a particular

~
-

. independent variable would indicate a lack of specificity in congruency for that

< ' particular independent variagle. ‘This'dis because a low géﬁeraligability coeffitient
7 would express the lack of congruency score~Variance accounted for by ‘that
e .

particular independent variable of interest. A lowigeneralizability coefficient .

. BT

,\ PR

/o for a particular independent variable would thL fnean that statements concerning

. B
» . -~ i N . f -

o : congruency could be generalized (and not made Fpecific to) across the levels
! .
l

|
: whidhcomposethe independent variable of inteﬁest. The- results presented in

-8

< Table 4 are now readily interpretable.. . o ﬂ"m\l. ’ ; 4

., .

’ . o . - .

A I ) ’ 13 ’ ’ ‘
PR , ,

= . - » . - : .

R LI . b + - P MR S i ? N v ‘s '

ey -— ‘ -
t i r ot anpe e iiys o e um n o kg - RE—— :
! il = - v . o e = oy y Speivan i oialppm - e 1 e ey o - . e
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The resﬁItshggesented in Table 4 and 5 indicate that there‘is no large

- ’ 1
g

,amount of ccngruency score variance accounted “for by grade level, sex, or-
2’ B -

‘cultural differences. In'fadt only a very minimal amount of dependent variable

. .y . — . ‘.—‘
variance is accounted for by these variables. Thus, any statements concerning
) -~ ’ RN 3 .
the congruency between attributions and game selections can be generalized across

y *
a . . - - &

the various grade levels, sexes, and cultures,represented in this study.

However, the results/’resented in Table 4 and 5 clearly indicate that-the // &

major proportion of/dependent variable variance is accounted for"by individual / o

differences. &he resutts of Table 4 and 5 show that upwards of 85% of congruency
\ e -
. score varlance is accounted ‘for by indiv&dual differences. Thus, the congruency

between attributions and game selections is highly generalizable across grade

levels, sex, and culture but spec1fic to each indlviduali

' Discussion

The results indicate a.clear congfuency between success attxibutional
b ‘ ) c ,
tendencies and task selection. Apparently, individuals do choose tasks which

match or are congruent with certain personal!biases they hold; in;tpis case,‘

-

. 3 "
biases in interpretating personal causation. Thus, given.infqgmation on an -

individual's tendency to attribute causes for success, it was possible to predict

.

which task the students later selected. Of equal importance is the finding-that

this predictability is quite consistent facross repeated observations and unaffected i

&

-

, . ) <
by task outcome. Moreover, the self-selection’'bias seems to be quite pervasive
and generalizable.. Attributional 7élf-selection seems to occur at approximately
the’ same level. for both males and/females, in bBoth rural and urbah settings, and‘

' . »
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B in fifth through twelfth grades. These findings are important from‘several ’
! ' - . ‘ " “ N " e
different perspectives and both theoretical and practical implications can be ) e

3 - { - -

- . - T

drawn from them. . I . - ‘

! )

N\ As far as thec}gretical mpllcat:.ons are concerned, it is :unportant to~note -

that the findings of the study further substantiate a concept ‘of orgam.snu.c

~

self-selection proposed by Stagner (1974; 1976), Wachtel (1973), and Bowers

. > (1973). In particular, they suggest that attributional bias may be a critical
factor in self-selection. Beyond this, it is of some interest to note that'the ..
largest proportion of the variance is associated with find:ividual di,frferenc'es

and is not specific to sex, culture, or age. It seems quite c1ear that in this = &~y

‘case 1t was the individual's achlevement style, apart frbm normatizve patterns,

o

. ’ / P
% that was critical in the determination of task selection. Incidentally; it is, .
4 N N - Lo e .
of some interest to note that when the focus is on attributing and evaluadnb
.- [ - 4

the behavior of others neymative, sociocultural, factors are perhaps more lijc_ely_ ) “

to be exhibited. In an attempt to identify attributional tendencies which may

l

be at the bases of md,widual achievmg or1entations . subjects are sometimes

|

asked to evaluate the behav:Lor of others (see for example, Weiner & Peter, 1973,
Salili . Maehr, and Gillmore, 1976). Quite possibly, such “other attribut:.ons"

» BY - ‘ .
. operate quite differently than "self-attributions." Possibly, normative, socio- .

b

¢ . -
cul{‘:ural factors supercede individual difference factors in this instance. Thus

. Sal‘}’li ¢ /Maehr and Fyans. (Note l) ¢ in a study with Iranidn students, found that

/
indi\?tdual d:.fferénce factors were relat:.vely unimportant in accounting for the
‘ . judgments_ made. ' The point is that 1t 1s possible--maybe even 7ikely--that the ) 'f::;

assignment of cal_.jes to others is normatively deterimined, highly regularized -
B . . . 1 N - Y

14
4 '
.

.
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- and culturally defined. In contrast, assigning\cagses to self may be highly '
- - \\‘ . . .
particularized, thereby allowing individualistic style to play a major, predictive

s

role. It is also possible that the minimal_ importance of individual differences

v

in the Iranian-stuay ds in part due to cultural differences. Cultures, such as

. -

tend to be dominant in Iran, are likely tc be much more hierarchical and authori-
tarﬂ&n than the “cultures féom which U.S. subjects might be drawn. Moreover,
children are generally allowed much less freedom of action and ‘initiative in

differing cultures. 'Therefore, individual differences are more likely to explain

v

variance in a study involving/U.S. than Iranian subjects.

&

q

- . b .
In any case, these comparisons raise a number: o’ interesting questions. .

.

Perhaps the stress on individual differences and selri-selection is appropriate in
\,

AN

a cultural context where stress is placed on the importance of the individua}l

but it may well prove less important in other cultures. ?urthermore,,if
//. N ) N ) \\
attributing causes is culturally determined, one might well expect that persons

from differing cultures will show different selection patterns; patterns compatible

LN

» td ' -,
suggeéting that culture (group norm) x situation interactions may occasionally be

equally critical as Eerson (individual) x situation interaction in determining

-

task selection in the case of achievement (as well as other typesdfflﬁbehavior. .

‘It is appropriate to ask what, more generally, is the present taek situation

employed in thig study really representative of?- Superficially, #he task

situation embloyed in this study is not inlike the1kinds of situdtions character-

\ . I .
istically employed in‘studies of achievement behavior. However,/ the task was

N
” ' >

termed "a game" for the specific purpose of de-emphasizing the xXternal pressure

and with a view to giv1ng "intrinsic interests" full opportuni y to be realized;

v

\
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In ;riewing these facts, it may first of all be stated that the patte_rnsi of

results are most likely to be applicable to what Maehr (in press) has defi.ned
|
as play situations; situations where external evaluations and intrinsic rewards .

-are tunimal and vhere also intrinsic factors are dominant. . We hasten to aphuize, T

homeyé that this in no.way suggests that the present experimental situation

represents an unimportant one as- far as achievement behavior is concernod

~

‘Perhaps we- have typically conflned ach:.evement motivation and achievelen‘t behav:lor e
to those s:Ltuations which are replete with external evaluat:.ons. The l\ore recent

. interest in the social psychology of intrinsic mot:.vation (e.g. ¢ Deci, 1975) - or
g. ‘ ' ‘ : '

- - \ - i r
has suggested that this is too narrow a perspective. -Indeed, as far as achievement
. B . - - */ B . -

in an applied setting, stich as' school, is concerned, it is perhaps most appropriate

R

to focus on how one chooses and perfcrms when - there are.not external pressures

(cf. Maehr, 1976; 1977). After all, when educators state their goals, they

“. o 4 N - .
v

~ typically stress the hope that students will ‘develop autonomous’ and independent
interests in learning. Thus, it logically becomes important to consider how

| - .students choose and perform when’ evaluation is minimized--as was the case in

@

i
this particular study.

N

Of‘course, it follows that it is likewise important to observe performanc‘e i li

3 . >

. and preference under non-game like conditions. To some degree this has been - /
, - . ) <

done. Maehr and Stallings (1972),/ and Salili, Maehr, Sorenson and Fyans (1976) S

l

have found that, overall, children will tend to exhibit a lowered inclinat_ion_ to
freely elect to perferm a task when they have previously attribute_d their success

-~ - ' ~*
or failure on that task to external reasons., However, the present study forces

iy
-

- several questions in this connection.- When choosing tasks to be performed under .

¢

external evaluation conditions (oxr under con/ﬁtions when intri.nsic rewards are

B
F
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administered) how will persons choose and/or perform? Will individual differeg¥es

\
and attributional biases be equally important?

Finally, it is obyious that future studies of attribution and self-selection
- should consider failure, as well as success, attributions.- Inclnding‘failure

attributfons in the present study would doubtless have strengthened and enhanced

- the attr1bution--self—select10n ;e1ationships which, were found. Moreover, - MZE

one may speculate that the role of failure attributions might be of speciqi ' -
ST mportance in a strongly»evaluat1Ve...rather than game-like...31tuation. ) -
& : . b

? \
, - COnelusion

1

-
4 1z
3]

\ This study set out to determine how individual attributional biases mdy

affect task selection in free choice situations. The selection of attribution
AN

-bias és a focus was prompted by the current }mportance of this characgerietic, ?

partieulaily in the understanding of ‘achievement behavior. But most importantly .

the present study pgoeeeds‘from a_belief“%hat any understandipg of a complex

social behavior, especially.achievement, must reach' beyond the observation of

reactions to imposed'conditions, and consider the transactions that individuals

initiate. This study by no means reﬁresents*the ulti@hte actualization of such

a belief, However, it does suggest that the belief is warranted. It also shows

that the way a person perceives personal causation may crit;cally_determine task

selections. The larger picture, yet to be sketched in, is that it is a series |

of selections.from available options over a larger tiwe span that eventuates w
A .

in socially significant accomplishments and what is termed a "successful career." -
It is toward the understanding of this larger issue that the present study makes

o small, but perhaps important, contribution.

/
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Footnotes

This study originally formed the basis of a thesis at the University of

?

Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, a version of which was presented at the 1975 APA
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Hill are gratefully acknowledged
nsidered.

-

Requésts for reprints should be sent to Dr. Leslie'J. Fyans, Jr., Ill is

Y

2
Office of EduCation, 100 North First Street, Springfield, IL 62707.
It was originally intended that failure attributions would also be co
g e
{

However, preliminary work indicated that failure attribution responses in this
\ Stri scaling

® .
questionnaire did not allow for the assumption of a normal distribution or/F
{
« i/ i

and, more generally, presented a-curious and uninterpretable picture.

-

~en
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' _ TABLE 1 ’ R
BREAKDOWN OF SUBJECT SAMPLE RELATIVE TO ‘

~ GRADE, SEX, AND SCHOOL SYSTEM o

| © » .
- B | ' - : _ School System o / ﬁ
Urban . Rural “%

Grade Level | Male - Female " Male - Female

\ Grade Five . 38 40 54 . 53 . i
Grade Six . 48 41 o 56 54 o

_ 7 Grade Seven S R 30 - 3G 38"
Grade Eight . 30. 30 . *30 . 32° :
Grade Nine . 19 5 ‘ 6 .22 o
Grade Ten 12 . 12 Te— C - -
Grade Eleven . 8 - 6 - . - s .
Grade Twelve 9 -9 N -

- N o .
X " TABLE 2 -
. MEAN LAMBDA VALUES () FéRo_ EACH GRADE LEVEL )

- Grade Level =

Grade Five .«1634 . ‘ -

Grade Seven ~ = .5333 . ‘
Grade_Eight : .3033 - - -
Grade Nine ] .4362 I - .
¢ Grade Ten .1583- : . e
- Grade Eleven . +5608 ' : ; -
Grade Twelve "7.3808,

N Grade Six ..3826 | . {
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' ' TABLE 3 . | / o
EFFECTS OF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED OUTCOME (SUCCESS OR FAILURE)
‘. UPON LEVEL OF SECOND CONGRUENCY SCORE AND CONGRUENCY*
DIFFERENCE SCORES _ / . -
; . s . F T = e »
Dependent Variable . SS ~ .- Af -Mean Square Ratio (rounded) .-
- T ' — A s
Second Task Selected T © T
" < Between Ss . -.008209075 1 .008209075’ <0143 90 - -
Within Ss - 341.68581 554 6{}76149 2 5
Dif ference o . S
Score: ‘ -
Between Ss : .11111960 . 1 ..11111960 ".0947 .75 e
Within 'Ss . 298.18136 554 1.1739424 -~ - h A S
™
2 = 4
PN ) “. ” - 3
; . TABLE 4 = . T B
GENERALIZABILITY COEEFICIENTS FOR CONGRUENCY SCORES . .
’ AT FIRST SELECTION SITUATION - N
- ’ ( . \
o Generalizability Coefficient for
Congruency Grade / : * Individual
Scores . Levels / Sex ' Culture pDifferences
.Congruency " ) : ‘ ; :
Score .007 , .003 .002- . .93 -~
—_— et e — —_ _ - ‘2.—1——‘-“47 - . ~ 'l
7 .
~ //
/
1 //
i “
. ;o .
/ , -
’ // . “ LN
/ ¥g§4; |
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' . ‘I'ABLE 5 w
?% i .
GENERALIZABILITY COEFPICIENTS FOR CONGRUENCY SCORES
AT srscom) SELECTION SITUATION
St éeneraliéaﬁility‘COefficiehk_for ) . ’
Congruency Grade °~ *  Individual .
Scores ) Levels Sex Culture Differences e

-~

Score .033 7 004 .001 ) .96

> t . * ———

e —




